3o6	HUSBAND AND WIFE
Are poiy.     The authorities that have been considered so far establish,
then, that a polygamous union is never regarded as a marriage
aea m by English domestic law, and is disregarded by English private
€VeI? international law so far as matrimonial jurisdiction and the
Tgiish succession to English land and titles of honour are concerned.
law? The question} however, is whether this repudiation of polygamy
extends to other branches of the law. Is a polygamous marriage
never to be regarded as creating the relationship of husband
and wife P1 A few problems will show that this question is not
of mere academic interest.
If a man domiciled in Sierra Leone, having contracted two poly-
gamous marriages according to native law and custom, dies intestate,
leaving land in England, are his wives entitled to the rights given to a
surviving spouse by the Administration of Estates Act, 1925, as amen-
ded by the Intestates' Estates Act, 1952?*
A British subject acquires a domicil in Persia, embraces the Moslem
religion, and marries a Persian lady in Teheran according to the Mo-
hammedan law which allows a plurality of wives. Later he takes
another wife and ultimately dies in Persia leaving two wives and chil-
dren by both. Money belonging to the deceased is held by an agent in
England. Will an action, brought by the wives and children to recover
the shares legally due to them under Mohammedan law, fail on the
ground that according to English law the wives are not lawful wives
and the children are not legitimate ?3
Will it make any difference in the last case if the husband, though
domiciled in Persia, contracted the two Mohammedan marriages in
London ?4
If one of the wives of a Mohammedan comes to England and marries
an Englishman, can she be indicted for bigamy?5
Is a Mohammedan wife, who succeeds upon the death of her hus-
band to property held under an English settlement, entitled in accor-
dance with the Finance Act, 1910, to pay estate duty at a lower rate
as being the 'wife' of the predecessor?6
If the principle of Hyde v. Hyde is that English courts must
EngUsiTuw rigidly deny recognition in any form to polygamous marriages,
to disregard	~	•
polygamy *or a discussion of the subject see 48 L.Q.R. 341 et seqq. (Beckett); 66
Harvard Law Review, 961 et seqq. (Morris); 31 B.T.BJ.L. 248 et seqq.
(Sinclair), Society of Comparative Legislation Journal, ii. (n.s.), 379, an article
on non-Christian marriages by Sir Dennis Fitzpatrick.
*	19 M.I.R. 690 (P. R. H. Webb).
3 Society of Comparative Legislation Journal, ii. (n.s.), 376.
*	Cp./#r<? Wfa(i**$), S3 L-T. (n.s.) 711; 54 L.T. (n.s.) 286.
5	Case put by Lush LJ. in Harvey v. Farnie (1881), 6 P.D. 35, 53. Cf. R. v.
Naguib, [1917] i K.B. 359; R. v. Superintendent Registrar of Marriages, Hammer-
smith, [1917] i £.B. 634,647; Baindailv. Bamdail, [1946] P. 122, 130.
6	Cp, the South African case tfSeedafs Executors v. The Master, infra, p. 419.

